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REMARKS: 

In the outstanding Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-20. Claims 1-3, 7, 10, 
13 and 16-20 are amended herein. No new matter is presented. Support for the claim 
amendments can be found at least in paragraphs 59, 68, Fig. 5 {operation A22) and Fig. 7 
(operation A45) including corresponding texts of the Specification as filed. 

Thus, claims 1-20 are pending and under consideration. The rejections are traversed 

below. 

COMMUNICATION WITH EXAMINER: 

A telephone call was made to the Examiner to clarify the status of the application since 
the outstanding Office Action indicates that the Office Action is final and non-final. The 
Examiner confirmed that the correct status was non-final, as also evidenced in PAIR, 

AN pending rejections are addressed below. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(a): 

Claims 1-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S, 
Patent No. 5,944,791 (Scherpbier) . 

Scherpbier does not teach or suggest "obtaining the Web page... and sending the Web 
page to the first device and each client including the second device determined to be in a group 
relationship with the first device", as recited for example, in claim 1 . Independent claims 2, 3, 7 r 
10 r 13 and 16-20 also recite similar feature(s). 

Instead, Scherpbier is directed to displaying a web page selected by a pilot computer on 
a passenger computer where both pilot and passenger computers are required to download 
corresponding applets (22, 28) from the control module (see, col. 4, line 25-30 and Fig, 2 
including corresponding text). In other words, each passenger and pilot computers in 
Scherpbier must be accessed and receive corresponding applets. 

The claimed invention solves problems existing in Scherpbier including network traffic 
increase due to required transmission of the applet to the passenger and pilot computer and 
request for the transmission by the by the pilot computer, by sending "to the first device and 
each client including the second device determined to be in a group relationship with the first 
device" (see for example claim 1), 
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The Examiner also alleges that Scherpbier teaches "disabling. .. user operation of the 
second device", as recited in claim 1 . However, the stated purpose of Scherpbier is for a 
collaborative web session where two computer users coordinate a desired Web page 
rendezvous (see, col, 1 , lines 42-58), Scherpbier thus, does not teach or suggest "disabling" 
as taught by the claimed invention since the stated purpose of Scherpbier is to enable 
communication between the pilot computer and the passenger computer. 

Scherpbier is silent regarding group affiliation and group relationship of device(s), and 
thus Scherpbier does not teach or suggest "[determination of] a group relationship" in 
association with sending information to the devices, as recited for example, in claim 1 (see also 
each independent claim reciting similar feature). 

Per the Examiner's own assertion, Scherpbier does not teach the first device and the 
second device are switchably operable as the master device and the slave device responsive to 
a user request However, the Examiner maintains that it would be obvious to make a 
modification to Scherpbier because the same states that the pilot computer and the passenger 
computer can be any suitable computers and only needs to download pilot and passenger 
applets. 

Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's assertion and submit that there is no 
motivation to make the proposed modification to Scherpbier for the reasons set forth below. 

The record fails to provide the required evidence of a motivation for a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to perform the Examiner's asserted modification to Scherpbier . While Scherpbier 
mentions that pilot and passenger computers can be any suitable user computer, e.g., a 
personal computer or laptop computer (see, col, 4, lines 2-6), Scherpbier fails to suggest why a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would be motivated to modify 
Scherpbier to have devices that are "switchably operable as the master device and the slave 
device responsive to a user", as taught by the claimed invention. 

MPEP §2143.01 states that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
reasoning that leads to a legal conclusion of obviousness. Therefore, as there is no requisite 
reasoning to combine the references cited by the Examiner, the Applicants respectfully request 
the withdrawal of the Examiner's §103 rejections. 

Even assuming arguendo that Scherpbier does disclose the features discussed by the 
Examiner, the claimed invention is distinguishable since Scherpbier does not teach or suggest 
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"disabling,,, user operation of the second device and establishing a remote operation 
relationship*', devices that are "switchably operable as the master device and the slave device 
responsive", "sending the Web page to the first device and each client including the second 
device determined to be in a group relationship with the first device", as recited in claim 1 {see 
also independent claims reciting similar features). 

Claims depending from the independent claims include all of the features of that claim 
plus additional features which are not disclosed by Scherpbier . For at least the above- 
mentioned reasons, claims depending from the independent claims are patentably 
distinguishable over Scherpbier , 

The dependent claims are also independently patentable. For example, as recited in 
claim 8 "the second apparatus is a plurality of apparatuses connected to the first apparatus via a 
network." Scherpbier does not teach or suggest remote operation of a second apparatus where 
the second apparatus "a plurality of apparatuses connected to the first apparatus via a network", 
as recited in claim 8 (see also claim 5 and 14). 

Therefore, withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

CONCLUSION: 

There being no further outstanding objections or rejections, it is submitted that the 
application is in condition for allowance. An early action to that effect is courteously solicited. 

Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters. 

If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 1 9-3935, 



Respectfully submitted 



STAAS & HALSEY LLP 




Registration No. 58,202 



1201 New York Avenue, N.W., 7th Floor 
Washington, D,C, 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
Facsimile: (202)434-1501 
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